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REMARKS 



The Office Action of My 27, 2005 has been reviewed and comments tit erein Vere 
carefully considered. In fhe Office Action, claims 1-20 and 23*25 are pending, and c laims 1-20 
and 23-35 are rejected. Specifically, claims l-5> 8-20, and 23-25 stand rejected imd sr 35 OSC 
102(e) as being anticipated by US Patent No. 6,425,131 ("Cr^ndall"). Claims 6-7 sta id rejected 
imder 35 USC 103(a) as being impatentable over Crandall in view of U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2002/0095612 CTurhrer"), 



Claim ReiectioDs - 35 USC S102f 

Claims 1-5, 8-20, and 23-25 are rejected under 35 USC 102(e) as being ant cipatejl by 
Crandall. The Applicants respectfiilly traverse the rejections. 

j 



With respect to independent claims 1 and 11, the Office Action alleges thit Crandall 
discloses all features of the claims, however the Applicants respectfully submit th it Craildall 
fails to disclose teach or suggest at least the "distributing a start playback request m the 'first 
terminal to the second terminal, wherein the start playback request directs the second tennical to 
begin a playback session of a media file in synchronization with the first termuial" af claidas 1 
and 11. The Office Action alleges that Crandall discloses this feature at Col. 3, ] nes lS-29» 
however this passage of Crandall merely discloses how a sender computer makes a ca I throijgh a 
server computer to a recipient computer to transmit selected information: 

The control computer (v*ich may be a personal computer or an automated interactive 
server of some kind) may be connected to a data network, which for ; uiposc s of 
illustration is a connectionless packet-switched public data network (PDN) :uch ai! the 
Internet. The sender's control computer is connected across the data net^wk to a skver 
computer 150 whidi fecilitates the broadcast of the information to the recipient The 
client software 120 illustrated in FIG. 1 comprises a computer program 121 vhich 
permits the user to choose a recipient from an address book 122 and d al a voice 
connection to the recipient by selecting button 123 . I 

i 

(Col. 3, his. 18-29). The passage does not disclose^ however, that the selected inf )imati(m is 
viewed in a "playback session in synchronization with [tiie sender]/ as claimed in 
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the present application. For at least this reason, the Applicants respectfully submit th it claijns 1 
and 11 are patentable over Crandall. 

Finthennore, because claims 2-10 and 12-13 ultimately depend fiom independent clkims 
1 and 1 1, the Applicants respectfully submit that claims 2-10 and 12-13 are patentable for at least 
the same reason as claims 1 and 1 L i 

With respect to the rejection of independent claims 14 and 23 under Section V >2(e) biased 
on Crandall, the Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. The Applicants ha\ $ amended 
claims 14 and 23 to more particularly point out die feature described above >vith respect to 
claims 1 and 11, specifically, that "the playback session'' occurs 'Hn synchronizati^ n with the 
host user." Therefore, for the same reasons discussed above with respect to claims 1 and 1 li the 
Applicants lespectfully submit that claims 14 and 23 are allowable over the cited refei snce. 

Furthermore, because claims 15-20 and 24-25 ultimately depend from indepen ient cl dms 
14 and 23, the Applicants respectfully submit that claims 15-20 and 24-25 are als< allovsfable 
over Crandall for at least the same reasons discussed above with respect to claims 1 ar d 1 1 . 



aatan Rejections - 35 USC SlOSfa) 

Claims 6-7 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Crane all in /lew 
of FuArer. Because claims 6-7 ultimately depend from allowable independent c aim 1 the 
Applicants respectfiilly submit that claims 6-7 are patoitable for at least the reason : disculssed 
above with respect to independent claim 1 . 
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CONCLUSION 

The Applicants respectfully submit that the instant application is ia CO) dition for 
allowance. Favorable reconsideration of this s^lication is respectfully requesied. The 
Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned should it be deemed necessaiy to &ciUtate 
prosecution of the application* 

Respectfully submitted^ 



Date: October 20, 2005 



Phoebe K, Phillips 
Registration No. 56,43 1 
Banner & Witooff, Ltd. 
1 0 South Wacker Drivo 
Suite 3000 

Chicago, Illinois 6060(> 
Direct Line: 312-463-5415 
Facsimile: 312-463-5001 
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